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corectfromteacherandincorectfromteacher.Thedesign
wasbalancedbyrandomlyassigningtheseconditionstothe
4flowerimages,the4plantimagesandtothe4treeimages
presentedtoeachparticipant.
Procedure Participantscariedouttheexperimentfrom
theirowncomputerviaawebsite.
Twogroupsofparticipantsweretoldthattheyshould
imaginetohaveacertainrole,introducedasfolows:
•Studentrole:“Imaginethatyouareastudent.Youand
otherstudentsneedimagesoftrees,plantsandflowersfor
yourclasses.Awayoffacilitatingthesearchistodescribe
theimages.Bycorectlydescribingtheimages,youdon’t
onlyhelpyourselfandotherstudents,butyoualsoshow
yourknowledgetoteachers.”
•Teacherrole:“Imaginethatyouareateacher.Yourstu-
dentsneedimagesoftrees,plantsandflowersfortheir
classes.Yourgoalistohelpyourstudentssearchforthese
images.Awayoffacilitatingthesearchistocorectlyde-
scribetheimages.”
The‘students’and‘teachers’wereaskedtolistsometasks
thatwererelatedtotheirroletoensurethattheparticipants
activelythoughtabouttherolethatwasassignedtothem.
Thethirdgroupofparticipantshadnoroleassignedtothem.
Alparticipantssawinstructionsonhowtoaddtagsthat
describedtheimagesandhowtoreviewtagsofothers.
Inthetaggingandreviewingtask,tagsaddedbypartici-
pantswereimmediatelyaddedtothelistoftagsintheuser
interface.Iftheywereuncertainaboutthetagtheyadded,
theycouldindicatethisandtheycouldalsoaddcomments
whenevertheywantedtoprovidemoreinformation.Partic-
ipantswereinformedthatiftheyagreedwithtagsaddedby
others,theycouldindicatethisbyclicking‘thumbsup’,or
‘thumbsdown’iftheydidnotagree.Heretheycouldalso
indicatethattheywereunsureoraddacomment.
Afterparticipantstagged12images,theywereaskedto
answersomequestionsregardingtheirmotivesforadding
andreviewingtags.They werealsoaskedtoindicate
whethertheywereateacherorstudentindailylifeand
whethertheywerefloraexperts.
ResultsandDiscussion
Twodiferentkindsofdatawereprovidedbyparticipants:
reviewsandadditions.Reviewsarethejudgmentsthatpar-
ticipantsmadeofthepresentedtags:agree,disagree,unsure,
none.Additionsarethetagsthattheparticipantadded,cat-
egorizedasfolows:corectnew(corectnamingoftheob-
ject),corectold(replicationofcorectpresentedtag),in-
corectnew,incorectold,generic(genericdescriptionof
theobject),nothing(notagisaddedthatnamestheobject).
Forboththereviewsandtheadditions,wecariedout
within-subjectrepeatedmeasuresANOVA’stocomparethe
conditions(corectfromstudent,incorectfromstudent,
corectfromteacher,incorectfromteacher)andone-way
ANOVA’stocomparethemanipulatedroles(‘students’,
‘teacher’,norole).Wemadeuseofana-valueof0.95,this
meansthatthediferencesdescribedaresignificantwitha
p-valuesmalerthan0.05.
Alparticipants,independentoftherolethatwasassigned
tothem,agreedmorewithcorecttagsthanwithincor-
recttagsandtheydisagreedmorewithincorecttagsthan
withcorecttags.Weexpectedthatparticipantswouldagree
morewithtagsthatwerebelievedtobeaddedbyteachers,
sinceteachershaveanauthorityrole,butwedidnotfind
evidenceforthisinourresults.Wedidfindthat‘teachers’
agreedmorewithtagsthatweresupposedlyaddedbyteach-
ersthan‘students’or‘norole’,bothwhenthetagswerecor-
rectorwhentheywereincorect.Thereversewastruefor
‘students’:Whenreviewingcorecttagsthatweresuppos-
edlyaddedbystudents,‘students’disagreedmoreoftenthan
‘teachers’and‘norole’.
Inalconditions,participantsmostlydidnotaddatag.
Asexpected,participantsaddedmorecorecttagswhenan
incorecttagwaspresentedthanwhenacorecttagwaspre-
sented.Participantsthathadnoroleassignedtothemadded
morecorectnewtagsthanothertagswhenanincorecttag
waspresented.For‘students’and‘teachers’thiswasonly
thecasewhenanincorecttagfromastudentwaspresented,
notfromateacher.Thismightindicatetheauthorityroleof
ateacher.
Apartfrominvestigatingthemanipulatedroles,wealso
comparedparticipantsthatindicatedthattheywereastu-
dentorteacherintheirdailylife.Participantsthatwerestu-
dentsintheirdailylifemostlyindicatedthattheywerenot
sureaboutpresentedincorecttags.Dailylifeteachers,on
theotherhand,disagreedwithincorecttagsandaddedcor-
recttagstothem.Thisindicatesthattheroleapersonhasin
everydaylifecanafectonlinebehavior.
Nofloraexpertsparticipatedintheexperiment,there-
forenocomparisoncanbemadebetweenexpertsandnon-
experts.
Sincethereareonlyminordiferencesinthetaskdescrip-
tionsofthethreediferentparticipantgroups,adiference
inperformancestressestheimportanceofthetaskdescrip-
tion.Theresultscansupportdesignguidelinesforonline
tasksthatrelyonusercontributions.Thisisnotonlyrele-
vantforonlinetaggingtasks,butformanyonlinetasksthat
havecomponentsinwhichpeopleareaskedtocontribute
newcontentandcomponentswherepeopleareaskedtore-
viewotherusers’contributions.
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